The author discusses the problem of cataloging books written in RussoSerbian script, a mixed Russian, Serbian, and Church Slavic script used for Serbian in the 19 th century. He gives a brief overview of the historical-linguistic context, and then offers a solution which includes a proposal for a systematic transliteration (romanization)
Introduction
As University of Kansas Libraries' Slavic cataloger I recently completed cataloging most of the Libraries' legacy backlog of Slavic materials. During the process of reviewing the materials, I had set a side several hundred pre -20 th century books that would need preservation attention and possible relocation to the Kenneth Spencer
Research Library, which houses our rare books. Many of these items are antiquarian
Yugoslavica that had been purchased by the late George Jerkovich, a former KU Slavic librarian, on book-buying trips to Yugoslavia in the 1960's. When I began to catalog these older materials, I came across many 19 th century Serbian books, and I immediately became aware that cataloging them according to the prevailing rules and practices would 2 be difficult. In this article I will present a brief historical overview and suggest a "best practices" approach for addressing the problem.
Historical Background
The Serbian, Croatian, and Bosnian languages 1 , formerly frequently referred to as Serbo-Croatian, and now often referred to by the initialism BCS, present a number of complexities for catalogers. Despite the very close linguistic relationship between these languages there remain a number of differences in orthography, pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary among them. For the purposes of the discussion of cataloging using the but nevertheless preserving some archaic features from Slavonic-Serbian.
Understandably, the distinction between these two styles is not always clear-cut.
In my discussion I will concentrate on the problems associated with the orthography encountered in publications from this later Russo-Serbian period, of which 4 there exist many more printed works than in the Slavonic-Serbian one. The period of Russo-Serbian style and orthography is problematic for a number of reasons. While the orthographic situation is somewhat less complicated than in the earlier Slavonic-Serbian period 7 , written Serbian from this time is often very stilted, inconsistent from writer to writer, and replete with learned Russian vocabulary that replaces native Serbian lexical items for no compelling reasons other than style. The orthography from this period is of a somewhat haphazard, mixed variety and, in retrospect, is hard to justify from a linguistic perspective. In many instances the attempt seems to be to merely imitate the spelling of the Russian loanword rather than to faithfully represent the actual pronunciation (cf. In the pre-computerized catalog environment as we saw in the National Union
Catalog and in physical Library of Congress cards, the descriptive elements were typically reflected in the vernacular script, while the required authorized headings were 6 supplied in the transliterated form to allow for alphabetic filing. In this environment, the cataloger was not always confronted with the need to transliterate a script for which no specific scheme had been developed. When we fast forward to the automated age and MARC bibliographic formats, where transliterating non-roman descriptive elements became mandatory, there was not a great deal of difficulty applying the transliteration scheme for the modern Cyrillic languages which had, for the most part, stable orthographies. Nevertheless there remained several categories of older materials, some never previously cataloged, for which no appropriate transliteration scheme for their mixed orthographies had been developed. A scan of older OCLC WorldCat catalog records for books from this period demonstrates that there was a great deal of confusion and hesitation in how to transliterate these inconsistent and mixed orthographies such as the Russo-Serbian discussed in this paper. This results in a somewhat substandard record that often hampers access, either through title or keyword searching. Further exacerbating the problem is the fact that many such catalog records frequently lack uniform titles that might alleviate the situation.
In dealing with non-roman cataloging there are two major focuses in the cataloging practices currently followed by the Library of Congress and most other North American academic libraries. One is the necessity for having transliterated "tracings" for non-roman information, as described above. The second is also crucial, but unfortunately has not been consistently applied over the years in WorldCat. This is the Library of Congress Rule Interpretation for books: 25.3A (Works created after 1500), which states the following for countries that have undergone orthographic reform: "For monographs, on the bibliographic record for any edition of a work whose title proper contains a word in the old orthography, provide a uniform title reflecting the new orthography, although no edition with the reformed orthography has been received." 13 While one can see that this application was not as crucial in the pre-computer catalog period when the vernacular scripts could be faithfully reproduced on the catalog card, it became very 7 important in the non-vernacular computer environment as a means of providing an access point which would actually be findable by a modern user. 14 However it was also understandably difficult to apply, as it requires the cataloger to have an intimate knowledge of the language which often takes historical-linguistic aspects into consideration. The ability to just apply a transliteration chart is not necessarily sufficient.
And so, the cataloger encountering a 19 th century book in mixed Russo-Serbian
Cyrillic orthography had, in the absence of any definitive direction, a difficult decision to make when required to transliterate the information. We will concentrate here first on transcribing the title proper, as this is one the most crucial identifying elements for most books. 15 The cataloger basically had three choices. (1) If he was very knowledgeable in modern Serbian, he could transcribe it based on his knowledge of the modern language.
There are several problems with this approach. First, the form of Cyrillic might have several characters in Russian (modern and pre-Revolutionary) Cyrillic not found in modern Serbian (these will generally be й, i, ï, ы, я, ю, щ, ъ, ѣ, ѳ, ѵ). 16 These characters might appear in native Serbian words or in Russian loanwords not found in natural Serbian. So how does he transcribe them all into something that approaches modern Serbian? Secondly, any result would seriously distort the information as found on the book. The yat (ѣ) is especially problematic here as the cataloger would not necessarily be able to predict whether the author is a ekavian or jekavian speaker and thus would have hesitation determining whether to transliterate ѣ as je (ije) or e; (2) He could decide to just go the with transliteration scheme for Russian. That seems to work until he comes across the several letters in Serbian Cyrillic that have no equivalent in Russian Cyrillic (from this period this will mainly be ћ = ć in latinica, but later also џ = dž, ђ = đ, љ = lj, њ = nj); or (3) He could use the translation scheme for Church Slavic.
This presents a similar problem to the above approaches. The Church Slavic alphabet lacks several characters found in both Russian and Serbian Cyrillic. In any case it would 8 be a logical error to try to treat the Serbian of the 19 th century as if it were equivalent to the archaic Church Slavic language spoken nearly a millennium previously.
Again, scanning OCLC WorldCat for records for books from this period, I see that all these approaches have been attempted, with no apparent consistency. Many of these records are also minimum-level, indicating a degree of uncertainty about their execution. This is understandable due to the lack of direction in the cataloging rules and literature concerning the problem of mixed non-roman orthographies. We were all dutifully admonished as beginning catalogers to "catalog by the rules, not by example,"
however neither approach would be effective in this situation. It sometimes takes a certain amount of imagination to find these records in the database. On some catalog records multiple title tracings (MARC 245 and 246s 17 ) to accommodate several different transliteration schemes have been added in a valiant attempt to make the record findable. 18 The frequent absence of uniform titles that might help, further complicates the catalogs. I will general put this language notes in a 500 so will be searchable in WorldCat.
23 This letter generally occurs in words of Greek origin.
24 In some language such as Bulgarian and Old Church Slavic, this letter represents a sound similar to shwa.
